Reply to Office Action of June 24, 2009 

REMARKS 

Applicants thank the Examiner for the thorough consideration given the present 
applicati r ( [aims 24-34 are pend e e robe ( ms 24. 2 30-32 have 

been amended. Claims 33 and 34 are new. Claims 24. 31. and 32 are independent claims. The 
Examiner is respectfully requested to reconsider the outstanding rejection in view of the 
amendments and the following remarks. 

Claim for Priority 

h is gran-full} acknowledged that the 1 xan ire has recognized \ppiicants' claim for 
foreign priority, in view of the fact that Applicants* claim for foreign priority has been perfected, 
no additional action is required from Applicants at this time. 

Drawings 

It is gratefully acknowledged that the Examiner has accepted the Formal Drawings filed 
on Fc y 2, 2 c> purpose 

Acknowledgment of Information Disclosure Statement 

2, 2006. An initialed copy of the PTO/SB/08 has been received from the Examiner. No further 
action is necessary at this time. 

Rejection Under 35 U.S.C. § 192 

Churns 24-32 stand ryiecnm amkr 35 C.S.C s OCgh; heinn anticipate*.' by hfshel etai. 
(US 5,535,375). This rejection, insofar as it pertains to the present!}' pending claims, is 
respectfully traversed. 
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Reply to Office Action of June 24, 2009 

1 s Ex or s respectfully referred to MPEP § 2131, which sets forth the 

following: 

"A claim is a; tici > he s& 1 ar.c eve > elemei t as set forth n the claim is 

s, 'K sj^^.O - 1 ! " J* iO.C'eiXw' 

Verdegaal Bros. V. Union Oil Co. Of California, 814 F2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 
1051. 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 'The identical invention must be shown in as 
it v mc ! v claims ci > >t S k 'or Co.. 

868 F2d 1226, 1236, 9 LJSQP2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 1989). 

yp ^ s i" 5 -^ id every t as defined in 

the claims. Thus, the Examiner's rejection based on 35 U.S.C. § 102 has been obviated. 

Independent claims 24, 31, and 32 are directed toward a network connection system and 
method winch cxmn cejs^ An example of such a 

■^\tei s ^ est x 1 e pteser -pecme ion as an "ubiquitous image module 1.2. " 

In the rejection, the Examiner relies on Eshel's host computer 12 for the claimed "image 
information apparatus" (see Office Action at page 2). EshePs invention is directed toward 
managing aks ,u t > by clients evhf-mmj: ^ protocols, e.g., server message block (SMB) 

v so NFS), h ^ 't ok mtei 2 man o c f 

devices (DAD's) for access by clients 14a and 14b (connected via LAN), clients 16 and 18 
(connected via TCP/ IP network), and a host application running on the host computer. 

However, in Eshef all computers are capable of connecting to the network on their own. 
As such. Eshel's invention is not concerned with providing a systerfomethod (e.g., ubiquitous 
image module) that connects an image information apparatus to a network, as recited in the 
claims. 

ermore enden equirc claimed system to be cative 

ice c I e c marams. : convert an msiroetion 

receiv ed from such host interface into a command for a foe sharing protocol to be transmitted to 
another apparatus through a network, independent claims 31 and 32 similarly require receiving 
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an instruction from a host interface of the image information apparatus, converting it into an 
wii ct or voncs \ tu^j, t tl e i t c 

instruction to another apparatus via the network. Eshel does not teac s s mires 

In the rejection, the Examiner relies on the protocol converters 34, 36, 38, and 46 in Eshel 
for the claimed conversion of an instruction into a file sharing protocol (Office Action at 

structions fro i os iterface ge > i r * us s v. . t 

either receive instructions from machines configured as clients of the host computer 12, or from 
an a pplica ti a g int y h the host comp ite eeoi . she! fai s to teach or 

es eat v 

At least for the reasons set forth above. Applicants respectfully submit that independent 
claims 24, 31, and 32 are in condition for allowance. Accordingly, claims 25-30 are allowable at 
least by virtue of their dependency on an allowable independent claim. Therefore, the Examiner 
is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw this rejection. 

Conclusion 

Since the remaining references cited by the Examiner have not been utilized to reject the 
claims, but to merely show the state of the art, no comment need he made with respect thereto. 

In \uew of the above amendments and remarks, the Examiner is respectfully requested to 
i n tv . ... s s . \ M ' c. <. v. no ( aso 

Should the Examiner believe that any outstanding matters remain in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Jason W. Rhodes (Reg. No. 
17 3 5 e tele c nber of the un c s s ... . } in an eff; rt 

to expedite prosecution. 
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\ K c v - _ ^ 

If necessary., the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future replies 
to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-2448 for any additional 
lees required under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.16 or 1.1.7; particularly, extension of time fees. 

Dated: September 24, 2009 Respectfully submitted, 



By .• ; ; .> _\_ ~ ~ ' 

D. Richard Anderson 
Registration No.: 40.439 

BlRC-rT STEWART, KOLASCH & BIRCH, LLP 
8110 Gatehouse Road 
Suite 100 East 
P.O. Box 747 

Falls Church, Virginia 22040-0747 
(703) 205-8000 
Attorney for Applicant 
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